This chapter investigates the linguistic resources deployed by recipients of conversational complaint stories to show affiliation (or not) with the teller, affiliation being understood as the display of support and endorsement for a conveyed affective stance, here typically anger and/or indignation. Among the verbal means for affiliative reception are claims of understanding, congruent negative assessments and by-proxy justifications, while factual follow-up questions, minimal responses and withholdings are shown to be non-affiliative.
nods do not provide sufficient affiliation, while assessments and congruent second stories do.
One of Stivers" most important findings in this study is that a single resource, the head nod, can be affiliative during the telling of a story but can display a lack of affiliation upon its completion. This is intriguing because it suggests that response types are not intrinsically affiliative or non-affiliative; instead, what counts as affiliative depends crucially on where the response is placed in the sequential/interactional context. The present chapter explores further resources which are either affiliative or nonaffiliative at particular locations in storytelling, here specifically at climaxes and high points in conversational complaint stories. 1 Complaint stories as a rule concern some (non-present) third party whose behavior (often towards the teller) is perceived as blameworthy. They are typically produced in order to account for why that person's behavior should be considered morally reprehensible (Drew 1998 ) but also serve a primordial impulse to share experienced feelings. Many complaint stories are prefaced in ways which project that the teller was angry/mad/annoyed/aggravated by the behavior in question: I was so upset, I'm so mad at that painter, well I really was cross, I'm broiling about something, I don't know what there is about it that annoys you. In addition to reconstructing their aggravation and the motivation for it in the story world, tellers may also make in situ displays of anger and indignation in the here-and-now. This study now asks the following questions: (1) When affect-laden displays of anger/indignation/annoyance  be they reconstructed or in situ  are made in the course of a complaint story, what kinds of uptake count as affiliative? (2) 4 What kinds of response count as non-affiliative in these contexts? The focus will be on verbal (lexico-syntactic) and vocal (prosodic-phonetic) resources, with visible (gesturalkinesic) dimensions being taken into consideration where relevant. The data base is a collection of 36 strong displays of affect, as a rule by the teller, in 15 different British and American complaint story episodes, nine taken from audio recordings of everyday telephone conversation and six from video recordings of face-to-face conversation. The results are intended to cast light on the recipient"s task in storytelling: How to come across as affiliative, or non-affiliative as the case may be, in the given context?
Distinguishing affiliative from non-affiliative reception
Storytellers have a vested interest in knowing whether their recipients are affiliating with the story as told and the stances as conveyed. This information is crucial not only for assessing the emotional resonance they are achieving but also, quite mundanely, for determining what to do next. As Jefferson"s (1978 Jefferson"s ( , 1988 work has shown, storytellers make different next moves depending on how their stories are being received. This provides their recipients (and us analysts) with important clues concerning the emergent interaction. In particular, what the teller does next after points in the story where responses have been made relevant equips analysts with a ready tool for determining whether these responses were taken by participants to be affiliative or non-affiliative.
To see how storytellers" next actions reflect recipients" behavior, let us compare the sequential development of two episodes involving complaint stories. The first is organized around a story told by Lesley to her friend Joyce on the telephone. With this 5 story she is "letting off steam" about the behavior of a mutual acquaintance, referred to as Mr R, whom she accidentally ran into at a vicarage sale: 2 (1) "Something for nothing" 3 (Holt: Christmas 1985: Call 4) In this case the story being told has been solicited by one of the participants: Bridget asks Jessica whether she has spoken to Andy recently (line 1) and what it was like (line 8). From its inception Jessica"s story is projected to be about something negative which happened to mar an otherwise "good" event (lines 10-11, but then-). As it turns out, the negative event transpires during the drawn-out closing of the call, when Andy "just hangs up" (lines 31-32). produces an agreeing it is, which because of its delay comes off as somewhat pro-forma (lines 99-100).
The trajectory that the complaint story in (2) takes is thus strikingly different from that in (1) . First, the storytelling episode itself (from story preface to story exit) is almost twice as long as that in (1). Second, following the climax, the teller in (2) 
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In the following I propose to use the teller"s behavior subsequent to affect-laden displays of stance (typically at story climaxes and thereafter) as a gauge in determining which kinds of recipient behavior are perceived to be affiliative and which non-affiliative in the aftermath of conversational complaint stories. As an even cursory comparison of the recipient responses in (1) and (2) will show, there is no simple answer to the question of what counts as affiliative reception in conversational complaint stories. Whereas a change-of-state token such as oh might be thought more indicative of a supportive stance than, say, the avoidance of words altogether, it is significant that the purely non-verbal click and inbreath in line 38 of (1) are 13 more affiliative than the oh in line 36 of (2), judging from the trajectory that each storytelling episode takes.
Affiliative responses

Verbal devices
What counts as an affiliative response to a teller"s display of anger and indignation in a conversational complaint story? The following fragment from a telephone conversation between two friends, Dinah and Bea, is instructive in this respect. Dinah"s story concerns a mutual friend, Marty, who is a compulsive money borrower:
(3) "Money borrower" (SBL 1:1:11) Interestingly, the phrase I know in this context does not mean that Bea knows Dinah"s story, but rather that she recognizes the type of situation Dinah is talking about. In other words,
Bea is claiming to understand Dinah"s objection to their friend"s egregious behavior.
Understanding is, in Goffman"s words, not merely a matter of cognition: "To quickly appreciate another"s circumstances (it seems) is to be able to place ourselves in them empathetically " (1978: 798) . 13 Claims of understanding are then one way to mark affiliation with a storyteller"s displayed stance of anger and/or indignation.
But Bea not only claims to understand, she now goes on to show, or exhibit this understanding (Sacks 1992 (Sacks /1995 (Sacks : 1122 If stance-congruent assessments from an independent epistemic position are a second way to demonstrate understanding and thereby signal affiliation with a teller"s angry or indignant stance, a third is to formulate, by proxy, a motivation for it. This is what happens in the following episode, extracted from another telephone conversation between Lesley and her friend Joyce. In this episode, Joyce is complaining to Lesley about a mutual acquaintance, Nancy, who has volunteered her au-pair to help out at a charity event but then at the last minute asked Joyce to do it instead:
(4) "Like dirt" (Holt Oct 1988:1:8) only minimal delay. 18 The stance-congruent negative assessments in lines 37-38 follow immediately. In (4) the by-proxy justification beginning in line 53 actually comes in overlap with the ongoing (but projectable) turn unit: its point of onset is carefully timed to come after Joyce has indicated that she rejected the request. By contrast, Bridget"s agreeing but non-affiliative turn in line 100 of (2), it is, is produced after a 1.5 second delay. So prima facie, responding in a timely or even early fashion to a teller's display of anger or indignation is more supportive of that stance than responding with delay  and this by virtue of timing alone.
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Furthermore, the affiliative claims of understanding, stance-congruent assessments and by-proxy justifications in (3) and (4) Two terms have been proposed in the interactional phonetic literature to describe such cases: (i) "prosodic orientation" (Szczepek Reed 2006) and (ii) "phonetic upgrading" (Ogden 2006) . Whereas prosodic orientation refers most frequently to the matching of one or more prosodic features from a prior turn in a response to that turn and would account nicely for the pitch design of Bea"s turn, "phonetic upgrading" refers among other things to increases, e.g. in amplitude, in a second turn vis-à-vis a first and would seem a more appropriate label for the way intensity is handled in Bea"s response (lines 37-38 of (3)). 20 Prosodic matching is also considered a means for displaying empathy in mother-baby interactions, as described by Beebe et al (2003) . 21 In an independent study of resources for declining empathic moments, Heritage, forthc. calls this type of response an 'ancillary question' and points out that it simultaneously enforces a change of topic. 
Delays and prosodic downgrading
Factual follow-up questions, minimal responses and withholdings all owe their nonaffiliative import to the fact that they ignore the affect or stance displayed in a prior turn and its relevancies for an empathic response. Non-affiliative minimal responses are also typically delayed and prosodically downgraded vis-à-vis the prior turn. This exhibits on a purely vocal level that the recipient is not endorsing the stance conveyed. For instance, in non-affiliative as these. Some are intrinsically ambivalent as to whether they are marking affiliation or not. This is the case of response cries and sound objects.
Verbally ambivalent responses and prosody
The term response cry was first introduced by Goffman (1978) t, .p, .tch, oo, wuhh, clok, klk, hhrhh, .plhhp, .p.lak, phhh.gnk, .tl. 26 A number of these, for instance .t, .p and .tch, which represent clicks, have been shown to be recurrent and systematic in specific sequential environments (Wright 2005 (Wright , 2007 Reber 2008 ). The term sound object is used here to refer to this larger set of sounds and vocalizations (Reber & Couper-Kuhlen 2010) .
As Heritage (forthc.) points out, response cries and the like are ambivalent markers of empathy. In the case of sound objects, this may be due to their non-word status. Lacking full word status, they also lack referential meaning and consequently are not accountable in the same way as words are. Response cries, and sound objects more generally -especially if they are sonorant 27  do, however, carry prosody and this makes them particularly effective in signalling emotive stances (Goodwin & Goodwin 2000) .
To see how response cries and sound objects work in complaint stories, let us examine the continuation of example (4), shown in (6) below. In this fragment Lesley is now telling her friend Joyce about how Nancy, after learning that Joyce could not help out at the charity event, then called up Lesley to ask for help:
(6) "Supply person" (Holt Oct 1988:1:8) Lesley"s point in this story continuation is that Nancy"s excuse for calling Lesley was that Joyce had suggested it, this constituting another instance of reprehensible behaviour on Nancy's part. 28 In line 75 Lesley"s negative stance towards Nancy"s manipulation is conveyed phonetically by a lengthening of the initial consonant on Joyce 29 and prosodically through a pronounced rise-fall contour. Joyce now expresses her congruent negative stance by producing two affiliative response cries ahhh:::: and ohhh::::::: in overlap with Lesley"s turn as it dissolves into laughter. The second of these response cries is somewhat more prominent and is pitched at roughly the same level as Lesley"s
Joyce. It is stretched to be co-extensive with Lesley"s laughter but once in the clear, slowly glides downward. This response cry then is carefully calibrated to "fit" Lesley"s affect-laden turn: it is produced concurrently and done in a way which matches the pitch and timing of the turn it is responsive to. (6) Response cries and sound objects which are delivered with prosodic matching and/or upgrading are thus another set of devices for responding affiliatively to displays of anger and indignation in complaint stories. However, the same tokens can convey lack of affiliation if they are delivered in a way that downgrades the prosody of the turn they are responding to. To see this, we return to example (2) for a closer analysis of the climax of Jessica"s story and her recipients" subsequent responses:
(2) "Goodbye to Andy" (extract) Recall that the response tokens which Bridget and Tricia produce after the climax of Jessica"s story (line 32) and the clarification of her point (line 34) are treated by the teller as lacking in affiliation: rather than initiating a round of affect-laden evaluations, Jessica begins to explain prosaically why the event which constitutes the climax of her story is a departure from the norm, or in other words why her story is tellable.
The fact that Bridget"s and Tricia"s responses (lines 35-37) come off as nonaffiliative is due in large part to the way they are produced. In terms of timing, Tricia"s Coinciding with the brief exchange of glances between Bridget and Tricia, which suggests an element of collusion (M. Goodwin, 1990) , this prosodic downgrading contributes to a lack of displayed affiliation and arguably accounts for why the storytelling episode subsequently develops the way it does.
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In contrast to the verbal devices examined in earlier sections of this chapter for doing affiliation  claims of understanding, congruent negative assessments and by- 31 Another instance of a prosodically downgraded response cry can be found in the oy produced by Geri in line 147 of fragment (5´´). It does not match the pitch peaks in Shirley's prior turn (lines 141-145) and is significantly softer and weaker in articulation. Not surprisingly, it is also treated by the storyteller as lacking in affiliation.
proxy justifications  the response cries and sound objects considered in this section, crucially on how their timing, pitch and/or loudness relate/s to that of the prior turn. In cases of prosodic matching and/or upgrading, the affective value of these response cries and sound objects is affiliative; where prosodic matching or upgrading is lacking, their affective value also lacks in affiliation.
Response cries and verbal reinforcement
If response cries and sound objects are inherently ambivalent means of affiliating, their import being largely dependent on how they are delivered prosodically in relation to the turn they are responding to, they are also inherently less accountable than words. This means that their effect vanishes relatively quickly if they are not followed up by some type of lexical reinforcement. It is arguably for this reason that a verbally more explicit indication of the recipient"s stance typically follows a purely vocal display of affiliation.
To see this, let us return briefly to example (1):
(1) "Something for nothing" (excerpt) Recall that on completion of Lesley"s story in line 37, Joyce produces first a sound object in the form of a click and an audible, prolonged inbreath (line 38). Then a split second later she delivers another sound object, represented here as oo::, followed by the vocative Lesley. Importantly, these sound objects are not left to stand on their own. Instead, following a brief pause, the story recipient moves to "put into words" the stance she has been displaying vocally: in line 43 she begins with i:sn't he and at the next opportunity recycles this to oh i:sn't he drea:dful (line 46). In her next turns two more, differently worded negative assessments follow: what_n aw::ful ma::n (line 50) and oh:: honestly; I cannot stand the man (lines 52-3). So following her "spontaneous" reaction to the climax of Lesley"s story, achieved non-lexically through sound objects, Joyce takes every opportunity offered thereafter to reinforce her stance verbally.
It is thus the combination of sound object + verbal reinforcement that leads to the story reception in (1) The withholding of verbally articulated responses as a follow-up to purely vocal response cries ultimately leads to less than affiliative story reception in fragment (7).
Evidence for the perceived lack of affiliation is to be found in what happens next: the storyteller now moves to close the episode, playing down the anger reconstructed and displayed earlier in her story and downgrading it to something trivial that she has been fussing with (line 61). The story recipient optimistically projects the situation will get straightened out (line 63) and advises the teller not to get upset about it (line 67). Rather than empathize with the indignation which Norma has been displaying, Bea's subsequent turns effectively sanction it and convert the complaint into an occasion for advicegiving. (1) Joyce's prosody here is diametrically opposed to Lesley's, both in terms of intensity and of pitch. 35 Yet her turn does not come off as lacking in affiliation. Rather, because it is a lexically explicit negative assessment of the antagonist that is congruent with the stance Lesley has displayed, Joyce is perceived to be endorsing this stance, although from a different perspective. All three of Joyce"s congruent negative assessments (lines 44, 48
and 50-51) depart noticeably from the prosody Lesley is using in prior turns, yet as can be seen from the story trajectory, there is no question but that her story reception is perceived to be affiliative.
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Cases like that shown in Figure 8 provide a useful corrective to the description given thus far of affiliating vs. non-affiliating responses to displays of anger and indignation in conversational complaint stories. While congruent negative assessments have been seen to be verbally affiliative and to be typically done with prosodic matching or upgrading, it is not the case that their affiliative import depends exclusively on the latter. Instead, depending on the confluence of situational and contextual factors, congruent negative assessments can display verbal affiliation without prosodic matching or upgrading. 37 Yet when the means deployed in responding are verbally inexplicit, as in response cries and sound objects, the details of prosodic delivery appear to be crucial for determining presence vs. absence of a story recipient"s affiliation. Here the degree of empathy is displayed quite primordially through "crying out" with the other or not. 35 In this sense it may be another form of prosodic orientation, called 'non-matching-bySzczepek Reed (2006:57) . 36 The asymmetry of pitch deployment here may relate to the fact that Joyce is evaluating an experience to which only Lesley has 'entitlement' (see Couper-Kuhlen, forthc. b). 37 Initial observations suggest that this may happen especially when the recipient does not share entitlement to the experience but is presenting their (congruent) stance from an independent perspective (see CouperKuhlen, forthc. b).
The affiliative import of prosodic matching/upgrading is short-lived. Without some verbal reinforcement it is likely to vanish as talk progresses. In this respect, like head nods, which are insufficient markers of affiliation at story completion, so response cries and sound objects with prosodic matching and/or upgrading, although they may be effective in the moment, are less apt, without the reinforcement of words, to convey lasting affiliation as the storytelling episode unfolds.
Conclusion
This study began by examining verbal and vocal means for conveying affiliation in response to displays of anger and indignation in conversational complaint stories and contrasted them with verbal and vocal means for displaying non-affiliation. Initially there appeared to be a correspondence between verbal affiliation and prosodic matching or upgrading vs. verbal non-affiliation and prosodic downgrading. With response cries and sound objects, the contribution of prosodic formatting to the display of affiliation vs. nonaffiliation was shown to be even more crucial. However, purely vocal affiliative displays are as a rule reinforced verbally in following turns, suggesting that they may be perceived as momentary and fleeting. Participants who wish to show affiliation and to go on record as showing affiliation will as a rule choose a combination of response cry and verbal reinforcement.
Finally, it was seen on at least one occasion that a verbal device for conveying affiliation, the congruent negative assessment, need not have matching or upgraded prosody at all to come off as affiliative. The reasons for this would repay closer study.
For the moment suffice it to note that conversational complaint stories typically involve affects related to anger and indignation brought about by a third party"s reprehensible behavior towards the storyteller. Prosodic matching, however, can only be expected to the extent that affects are "shared" by teller and recipient, and share-ability depends ultimately on whether participants have the same "entitlement to experience" (Sacks 1992 (Sacks /1995 .
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In conclusion, this study has attempted to show how displays of affiliation, or empathy, are achieved in the reception of conversational complaint stories. These displays are not randomly placed but instead made relevant by the storyteller at precise moments in the storytelling episode. At such moments tellers monitor closely how their story so far and its affective dimension are being received. Story recipients make carefully timed displays of empathy (or not) through the deployment of a range of verbal, vocal and embodied resources, whose affective import is not inherently given but derives from the way they are 'fitted' (or not) to the local context. 'Fittedness' takes on especially concrete dimensions in the case of the voice, where pitch, loudness, voice quality and other prosodic/phonetic characteristics of the response can match/upgrade those of a prior turn or not. Voice in displaying affective stance is not a spontaneous expression of some inner state but rather a carefully deployed and manipulated resource, used in complex interaction with verbal and other non-verbal resources. All in all, reception in conversational complaint stories serves as a further instantiation of Sacks' "order at all points" (1992/1995: 484) .
